SUMMARY With the use of television equipment the influence of check size and stimulus field on the pattern evoked cortical potentials was investigated. Maximum responses were found with 20' and 40' checks. The major part of the responses was initiated from a ring between 1 25' and 2 5°e ccentricity, though relatively per stimulus area the response became progressively larger the smaller the stimulus field.
that obtained by other methods, so that these experiments had to be repeated with the TV pattern.
Method
Four healthy subjects with normal visual acuity and normal visual fields, the latter determined by static perimetry, were examined. The black-and-white monitor has a screen of 48 x 38 cm. The stimulator produces a chessboard pattern on the screen. Check sizes are adjustable in 4 steps, while the modulation depth is variable from 0 to 98%. The luminance of the monitor's screen can be varied between 10 and 500 asb.
The subjects sat 2 m in front of the monitor. Only 1 eye was examined, the other being closed. A point had to be fixated in the centre of the TV screen. For the experiments described here a pattern reversal stimulus was applied. The frequency was 4 9 cycles/s and the modulation depth 20%. Check sizes of 10', 20', 40', and 80' visual In Subjects I and 2 this was at the 150% position above the inion and in Subjects 3 and 4 at the 50% position. After amplification 256 signals were averaged by a Datalab 102S, of which the analysis time was set at 200 ms. An active filter was applied, tuned to 9 8 Hz (Q-factor 3 5). The registration was done with an X-Y plotter.
Results
In preliminary experiments no change was observed if the distance to the monitor was increased from I to 5 m, the visual angle of the check size being kept constant. Fig. represents Furthermore, it may be observed that the maximum response of Subjects 1 and 3 increases regularly when the stimulus field is enlarged, whereas in Subjects 2 and 4 the highest amplitude is noticed with the stimulus field of 7.50, smaller amplitudes are obtained with a stimulus field of 10°. Fig. 3 shows that, if instead of the periphery the centre of the TV screen was covered by targets of various diameters, the results were in all subjects the reverse of those shown in Fig. 2 Fig. 2 size 20'. In Fig. 4 these ratios have been plotted as a function of the stimulus field. The responses obtained with a stimulus field of 1.250 and 2.50 were too small for evaluation and therefore were excluded from the diagram. For all subjects the response per surface area decreased with increasing stimulus field, hence also with increasing mean eccentricity of the stimulus field.
Discussion
In general it may be stated that with our TV set centrally-viewed stimulus fields smaller than 2.50 and check sizes smaller than 20' produce VECPs below the 2 ,uV level. Maximum responses were found with 20' and 40' check sizes. These results are not in accordance with those of Spekreijse (1966) , who described well-defined VECPs with stimulus fields smaller than 1-90 and with a check size of 11'. Nor are they in accordance with those of Regan and Richards (1971) , who found maximum responses between 11' and 18' check size. This discrepancy can probably be attributed either to intersubject variability or to differences in the stimulus technique. A TV pattern has less contour sharpness in comparison with Cobb and Morton's projection method and Spekreijse's mirror apparatus. Another distinction between these apparatuses and the TV set is that in the latter the reversal movement of the pattern is sequential in time. This is caused by the line speed of the frame and amounts to 20 ms. We tried to increase the contour sharpness by increasing the distance between the TV set and the subject from 1 to 5 m, keeping the check size and field size constant. This causes the lines of the TV screen to fall below the minimum separable. There was no clear effect. Measured absolutely, the major part of the response in our set-up is initiated from a ring between 1.250 and 2.5 eccentricity, since the response increased most when going from a 2.50 stimulus field to a 50 stimulus field, changing less below 2.50 and above 50 (Fig. 2) . The response per stimulus area, however, becomes progressively larger the smaller the stimulus field (Fig. 3) . The latter is consistent with the correlation between the amplitude of luminance VECPs for small stimulus fields and the number of cones stimulated, as found by van Lith and Henkes (1970) .
With respect to the VECPs produced by peripheral stimulus fields, in 3 subjects a maximum was obtained with larger checks than by central stimulation. This was also found by Harter (1971) 
